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Policies Adopted by the Medical-Legal Committee

of the Colorado State Medical Society and
The Joint Professions Committee of
The Colorado Bar Association
The joint committee on the professions was established by the Colorado
Bar Association in 1947 in an effort to resolve conflicts between the medical
and legal professions. Currently, the lawyer membership of the committee is
Ronald V. Yegge, Samuel S. Sherman, Jr., and T. Raber Taylor. This committee has had many conferences and as a result is suggesting that the following "Declaration of Policy" be adopted by the Colorado Medical Society
and the Colorado Bar Association. It will be presented to the meeting in
October for consideration by the convention. Any lawyer having suggestions
concerning the policy declaration should write to Mr. Yegge, Equitable
Building, Denver 2, Colorado.
By reason of combined discussions and meetings, the Medical-Legal
Committee of the Colorado State Medical Society and the Joint Professions
Committee of the Colorado Bar Association have adopted the following
policies.as being to the advantage and welfare of the proper authority of the
respective organizations:
(1) The trial judge and the lawyers on each side of a case should
cooperate in the setting of trials so as to take into consideration the convenience
of the doctors who may testify on either side. Most physicians operate their
offices on scheduled appointments, and a lastminute request for a doctor to
testify is unfair not only to him but also to the patient, who may have been
waiting a month or more for an appointment with the doctor. This courtesy
should not only extend to the day of trial but even to the hour, and an understanding that the doctor may be placed on the stand out of order should be
encouraged.
(2) Proper fee arrangements to compensate him for time lost from his
office should be made with the doctor before trial, and assurance should be
given the doctor that his fee is not going to be dependent upon the outcome
of the litigation.
(3)
The rights of a patient in suit often are principally dependent
upon the medical evidence. Written reports from the doctor are not acceptable as evidence, except under special circumstances. The physician who is
unwilling to appear in court should so advise his patient upon learning of a
claim being made by the patient, so that another physician may be selected
to furnish the necessary testimony at the trial. A physician should refuse to
make an examination for an attorney or an insurance company unless he is
willing to later give his opinion in court.
(4) The medical and legal professions should endeavor to eliminate
and avoid false, colored and unfair testimony on the part of a physician or
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an attorney who might sponsor or solicit such type of testimony. The physician and lawyer engaging in this type of practice fortunately are very few,
but they are usually well-known to the lawyers and doctors. When an obvious
violation of ethics in this regard is noted in any particular case, proper steps
should be taken to furnish the respective disciplinary boards or committees
of the professions with all facts relative to any breach of ethics.

The New Federal Judicial Code
By the HON. ROYCE H. SAVAGE
U. S. District Judge for the Northern District of Oklahoma
EDITOR'S NOTE: The following explanation of the new Federal judicial code
was presented by Judge Savage before the Annual Conference of the Tenth
Judicial Circuit on July 8, 1949.
The enactment of H. R. 3214 bearing the title "An Act to revise,
codify and enact into law Title 28 of the United States Code entitled
'Judicial Code and Judiciary' " was a monumental achievement of utmost importance to the bench and bar. This revision ranks in importance with the
Judiciary Act of 1789 and the Judicial Code of 1911.
The purpose of the bill, as the title implies, was to codify and revise
the laws relating to the federal judiciary and judicial procedure. No revision
of these laws had been made since 1911, and the judicial code enacted in
that year did not include all of the laws related to the subject. A tremendous
volume of additional legislation in this field had been enacted since 1911.
Much of the statutory material pertaining to the judiciary was in archaic
and ambiguous language and many statutory provisions had been repealed
by implication by later statutes. Many statutes relating to procedure had
been rendered wholly obsolete by the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.
Obviously, the project to codify and revise the statutes dealing with the
judiciary and its procedures was very nuch in the public interest in order that
the law in this important field might be clarified and made more readily
available.
Revision, as distinguished from codification, required the substitution of
plain language for awkward terms, reconciliation of conflicting laws, repeal of
superseded sections, and consolidation of related provisions. By enacting the
bill into positive law as Title 28 of the United States Code, such title thereby became the law rather than merely prima facie -evidence of the law.
As finally enacted, the revision included all applicable laws in effect on
January 5, 1948. The revised code became effective on September 1, 1948.
Expert Advisory Committees Appointed
The Revision Committee of the House, with commendable foresight, enlisted the aid of a group of experts in approaching the task. They first obtained the services of the West Publishing Company and the Edward Thompson Company, two of the leading law publishing firms and compilers of the

